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Facts About the “Defense Test’ 


The Federal Council of Churches has received numer- 
ous requests for information régarding “Defense Test 
Day,” otherwise called “Mobilization Day,” and for an 
explanation of its significance and probable consequences. 
An inquiry has been made by the Department of Research 
and Education and the results are herewith presented to 
our constituency. While the conversion of the affair into 
a political issue has made the public much more familiar 
with the details of the project, it is the more necessary 
for this reason to present a non-partisan account of the 
matters in controversy to clarify the issues and to as- 
semble and weigh the various judgments that have been 
expressed. The following facts stand out as a result of 
our investigation. 


Tue NATIONAL DEFENSE Act 


1. The observance of September 12, the anniversary of 
the American victory of St. Mihiel, by a demonstration 
of mobilization plans, accompanied by patriotic celebra- 
tions was an original idea of the War Department. All 
statements to the effect that it is specifically required by 
the National Defense Act of 1920 and that the whole 
plan is merely a carrying out of the act, are in error. 
Misrepresentation on this point has gone so far that a 
widely known New York newspaper has asserted edito- 
rially, and apparently quite innocently, that the law re- 
quires annual mobilization tests on which the War De- 
partment has defaulted for three years. There is noth- 
ing in the law suggesting a test demonstration. The War 
Department itself acknowledges that the only portions of 
the National Defense Act relevant to the proposed test 
are in Sections 3 and 5 and read as follows: 


“The organized peace establishment including the Reg- 
ular Army, the National Guard and the Organized Re- 
serves, shall include all those divisions and other military 
organizations necessary to form the basis for a complete 
and immediate mobilization for the National Defense in 
the event of a national emergency declared by Congress. 
The army shall at all times be organized so far as prac- 
ticable into brigades, divisions and army corps, and when- 
ever the President may deem it expedient, into armies. 
For purposes of administration, training and tactical con- 
trol, the continental area of the United States shall be 
divided on a basis of military population into Corps 
Areas. Each Corps Area shall contain at least one divi- 
sion of the National Guard, the Organized Reserves, and 
such other troops as the President may direct. 


“The duties of the War Department General Staff 
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shall be to prepare plans for national defense and the 
use of the military forces for that purpose, both sepa- 
rately and in conjunction with the naval forces, and for 
the mobilization of the manhood of the Nation and its 
material resources in an emergency, to investigate and 
report upon all questions affecting the efficiency of the 
Army of the United States, and its state of preparation 
for military operations; and to render professional aid 
and assistance to the Secretary of War and the Chief of 
Staff.” 

When the War Department refers to the Defense Act 
as a warrant for “Defense Test” it is giving its own 
interpretation to the act. The Department justifies it 
on the ground that Congress has entrusted the national 
defense to a reserve army; that such a potential army 
is useless without elaborate organization and mobiliza- 
tion plans; that such plans are futile unless they are 
tested and their procedure visualized, and unless popu- 
lar interest is aroused in their execution. 


“MOBILIZATION” 


2. The word “mobilization” was from the first used 
in connection with the celebration in official quarters. 
In his correspondence with Mr. F. J. Libby of the Na- 
tional Council for the Prevention of War, the Presi- 
dent was apparently technically correct in so far as the 
formal designation of the day is concerned. Yet as 
early as January 5 of this year the Army and Navy 
Register referred to the plan in these words: “The pros- 
pect of staging the greatest peace-time military demon- 
stration in the history of the United States came one 
step nearer realization this week when Secretary of War 
Weeks gave favorable consideration to the Mobilization 
Day plans on which general staff officers have been 
working for months.” The Army and Navy Register is 
not an official journal, but it is apparent from the fore- 
going that the designation, “Mobilization Day,” was not 
the result of an effort to discredit the demonstration. 
On this point the President appears to have been mis- 
informed. 

The question would seem to be placed beyond con- 
troversy by statements printed on August 1 in the New 
York Evening Post, an ardent supporter of the Admin- 
istration, under the name of its Washington staff cor- 
respondent: “The memory of the great war is recent 
and the choice of the word ‘mobilization’ was unfortu- 
nate. It was worse than unfortunate; it was stupid. But 
army officers are bad popular psychologists. They don’t 
usually have to bother with psychology. But this was a 
time when they were dealing with psychology. They 
were planning a nice display of the army and its con- 
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nections, something like the annual turnout of the police 
and fire department, to interest the people in the army. 

. . With this psychological purpose in view the army 
hfficers called for a mobilization. There is no mistake 
about it. The records show it. And the army officers 
privately admit they made a blunder. Since the very 
first they have been trying to change the word from 
mobilization to defense and the pacifist societies have 
been trying to make the original word stick.” 

It should be said that the War Department disclaims 
any such admission of a “blunder” and defends the 
course it has followed throughout. The Department puts 
much emphasis upon the difference between a mobiliza- 
tion of America’s citizen army and a European mobiliza- 
tion with all its implications. 


DISCLOSURE OF WAR DEPARTMENT’S PLANS 


3. There is no question that the plans of the War 
Department for active civilian cooperation were elaborate, 
and worked out in considerable detail. General Persh- 
ing’s statement released by the War Department on May 
18 closed with these words: “We want them all [the 
American people] to participate in this ‘Defense Test,’ 
and in some suitable manner celebrate the day in com- 
memoration of the victory of American arms at St. Mi- 
hiel.” 

A peculiarly unfortunate incident of the controversy 
that has arisen over the plan has been the failure to 
make public the War Department’s order of April 26, 
until after the controversy had become acute and had 
taken a political turn. A representative of the Federal 
Council of Churches called at the War Department by 
appointment on July 17 and acquainted the Department 
with the fact that the Council had received the most 
anxious inquiries from churchmen and church bodies 

roughout the country, in consequence of which it felt 
ustified in asking for the fullest information. Although 
he was received with courtesy and given ample time to 
elaborate his inquiry, he was informed that the plans for 
civilian observance were entirely in the hands of the 
Corps Area Commanders and that the Department was 
quite unable to give information about the character 
which the demonstration would assume in the several 
areas. No intimation was given of the confidential order 
that had been issued in April, and hence the interview 
failed to elicit the specific information which the Federal 
Council desired. That order, made public on July 30, 
made it clear that “the Secretary of War has decided 
to initiate for continental United States a mobilization 
demonstration which will serve as an occasion for as- 
semblages and ceremonies involving public manifesta- 
tions of loyalty and practical patriotism.” The order 
went so far as to suggest that there should be parades, 
prayers for our national welfare, patriotic music, ad- 
dresses on national defense and mobilization and organ- 
ied recreation and amusement. At least one of the 
Corps Area Commanders in his letter to the governors 
of his area stated specifically that the Secretary of War 
desired the demonstration to be the occasion for cere- 
— manifesting loyalty and patriotism by the general 
public. 

This is the crux of the matter. The War Department 

admittedly planned not only a test of technical mobiliza- 
e procedure, but a popular celebration in connection 

ith the test of its defense plans and the parade of mili- 
tary forces incidental to it. Details were, it is true, left 
to the Corps Area Commanders and to local “Defense 
Day” committees, but the project was elaborately worked 


out, including the patriotic demonstrations, by the War 
Department. 
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IMAGINARY WaR 


4. The plan thus conceived and launched by the War 
Department has been seized upon in certain quarters 
with avidity. An article, unsigned and unexplained, in 
the Baltimore Sun of July 12, contained the following 
imaginative account of the kind of emergency which the 
Government was preparing against: “An enemy is com- 
ing. Scout aviators report huge air transports, giant 
planes, bigger than anything conceived of today, pre- 
paring to hop off from foreign shores with thousands of 
men and tons of ammunition and arms. . . . America’s 
electrical devices for bringing down planes, wrecking 
batteries, blowing up ammunition dumps by wire or 
wireless are not finished. The nation can’t use its dev- 
astating poison gas that kills whatever it touches; the 
United States is the battleground. So the country must 
use its mighty man power. Its men must spring to arms 
by millions. They must drive the enemy out in man- 
to-man combat. . . . Maryland will spring to arms like 
every other State in the Union.” 

A Washington dispatch, dated July 21, to the Chris- 
tian Science Monitor, which is extraordinarily careful 
in its news gathering, quotes a statement which appears 
to have been promulgated by the District of Columbia 
Defense Day Committee concerning the observance of 
the day in the District: “National Defense Day will be 
celebrated all over America, but in no place with any 
greater force or enthusiasm than here in the national 
capital. The contribution of each and every office, gov- 
ernmental and private, of each and every factory, of 
each and every wholesale and retail establishment, and all 
gathering places of men, including the various civic, 
fraternal and patriotic bodies, will be recorded and a 
full count made so that the measure of patriotic enthu- 
siasm in this rehearsal of defense will be a record for 
the balance of America to admire.” 

The same dispatch quoted an employe in a manufac- 
turing concern as saying: “I shall be made to appear as 
a slacker if I do not sign up for Defense Day, although 
I do not believe in it. I may even lose my job, so deeply 
has my organization gone into this thing.” In the ab- 
sence of identification, such evidence is, of course, diffi- 
cult to appraise, yet its credibility has an obvious rela- 
tion to the language of the committee’s pronouncement. 

The proclamation of Governor Preus of Minnesota 
setting apart the day for appropriate observance urges 
“all patriotic citizens of the state to assist in every man- 
ner possible in carrying out the plans for Defense Day. 
I would further urge that employers grant their em- 
ployes such time as may be necessary for them to par- 
ticipate in the programs of the day, and that all civilian 
organizations and individuals do their part to carry out 
the intent and purpose of the National Defense Act of 
1920.” The plans in Pennsylvania call for meetings and 
parades in which the American Legion, Veterans of For- 
eign Wars, etc., will be asked to participate. 

At the same time there is evidence that in many sec- 
tions of the country the demonstration has at no time 
been taken very seriously. In some cities it did not get 
into the day’s news until recently. 


Force oF REtIGIOus 


5. The affair has resulted in a remarkable demonstra- 
tion of the potential influence of religious opinion and 
of the religious press upon the Government. The War 
Department has been considerably exercised over the nu- 
merous letters of inquiry and protest that were inspired 
by articles in the religious weeklies and resolutions passed 
by religious bodies. Nor have the protests come merely 
from pacifists and pacifist societies; some of them have 
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come from the most conservative sources. Two promi- 
nent clergymen resigned their commissions as chaplains 
yin the Reserve Corps because of the War Department’s 
lans. Others have expressed their intention of obeying 
the mobilization order under protest. Influential religious 
journals to which social radicalism is quite unwelcome 
have carried ringing denunciations of the “militaristic 
gesture.” Certain church federations called upon the 
President, courteously but tersely, to call it off. An 
editorial carried in Methodist Christian Advocates hav- 
ing a combined circulation of over two hundred thou- 
sand, branded as “sophistries” the words of General 
Pershing to the effect that religion and patriotism may 
go hand in hand in a “righteous war,” and reminded 
Methodists of the remarkable sentence in the anti-war 
resolution passed by their General Conference last May: 
“Governments which do not respect the Christian convic- 
tions of men in times of peace, have no right to claim 
their lives during times of war.” Other editors have 
spoken in similar vein. 


PREPAREDNESS PHILOSOPHY 


6. These protests have brought into relief the differ- 
ence between the philosophy of the protesting Christian 
groups and the prevailing army philosophy which has 
been explained, in connection with Defense Day, by an 
army officer in a responsible position, as follows: Every 
great nation that is a leader in world thought today, as 
in the past, is an armed nation. No others are re- 
spected. No others exert any influence on the thought 
of the world. No others can take their own or any- 
body else’s part or make a convincing stand for right. 
We were able to bring about a reduction in naval arma- 
ments because we were rapidly becoming the leading 
naval power of the world, but we were not even able 
to have the question of land armaments considered—for 
the simple reason that we were far from the leading 
military nation of the world. The other nations are 
willing to trade with us, but they are not willing to give 
us something for nothing. The only desirable peace is 
a peace based on “American principles” and dictated by 
our country rather than to our country. 


This is an army man’s attempt to state the army phi- 
losophy. Such a philosophy makes the position of the 
churches, and particularly the new church crusade 
against military preparedness, difficult to understand. It 
has also been argued with some asperity, though of 
course not officially, that so long as United States Sen- 
ators refuse to participate in any well considered plan 
for maintaining the peace of the world the army cannot 


be blamed for working the old system for all there is 
In it. 


Tue GOvVERNMENT’s VIEW 


7. It should be said that there is a certain logic in the 
War Department’s position, with reference to the test 
of its plans. The Department is thinking in terms of 
the military resources and mobilization plans of other 
nations. They cite the French army, totaling, regulars 
and colonials, 752,000 men, with 4,420,000 trained re- 
serves, and compulsory training; the Japanese army, 
with its 250,000 men in active service and 1,904,000 re- 
es and compulsory training; the Russian army to 


which they assign a strength of 700,000 under arms, 
and a total trained man power of 5,432,760, with com- 
pulsory training. 

The American army on the other hand, is limited by 
law to 125,000 enlisted men, a National Guard, which at 
no time greatly exceeds the regular army, and the offi- 
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cers who served in the World War, a wholly civilian 
force, who constitute the major part of the potential 
military establishment. In the foreign countries enu- 
merated, mobilization would doubtless be, as War De- 
partment officials point out, a colossal regimentation of 
the population compared with which the plans for Sep- 
tember 12 are but a summer holiday. As the army sees 
it, assuming the necessity of a test of defense plans, 
those of the War Department represent the least pos- 
sible disturbance of our civilian life. And in support 
of this view they cite the evident indifference of Euro- 
pean countries to the published plans for Defense Day. 


SIGNIFICANCE OF A MINoRITY PROTEST 


8. There is no indication that the protests which have 
given the War Department so much concern represent 
more than a minority opinion. While several of the 
governors have protested, the majority of them are ap- 
parently cooperating with the Federal Government. The 
League of Women Voters has condemned the project, 
but other representative bodies are offering no objection. 

The Secretary of War has received from the presi- 
dent-general of the Daughters of the American Revo- 
lution a letter assuring him that 26 societies which she 
names “will cooperate with the Government in the hold- 
ing of the ‘Defense Test’ on September 12.” For the 
most part they are military orders or war memorial or- 
ganizations, such as the Sons of the American Revolu- 
tion, the Daughters of 1812, the United Confederate 
Veterans, etc., of which there is a surprising number. 
The list serves to illustrate the fact that the vast major- 
ity of the population will follow the sound of the drum. 
The letter accompanying the list of societies contained 
the following: “All of these organizations are support- 
ing the ‘Defense Test’ not because they love war, but 
because they hate it. They know that unpreparedness 
has failed to prevent wars, but has not failed to make 
them costly. . . . They have eyes and can see. They 
have ears and can hear. They are neither blind nor 
deaf to the lessons of history or the realities of today.” 

Yet the response from leaders of ethical and religious 
thought has been vigorous and impressive, and furnishes 
an example of the effectiveness of even minority senti- 
ment when morally buttressed and presented with per- 
sistence. 

The protests of Governor Baxter of Maine, Governor 
Bryan of Nebraska, Governor Sweet of Colorado and 
Governor Blaine of Wisconsin have appeared in the 
press. Governor Bryan consented to mobilization of 
the Guard, but Governor Sweet has refused even this 
participation. Governor Baxter declares he will take no 
action toward securing observance of the day. Upon 
publication of Governor Baxter’s statement which was 
the first of the series, Governor Blaine of Wisconsin 
wired him, heartily agreeing with his position. 

Governor Smith of New York, who has kept the mat- 
ter before him for some time, has finally agreed to co- 
operate in the plan but has called upon the public to 
go to church on September 12 and give thanks for the 
preservation of peace and security and to pray for the 
continuing of goodwill among all nations. 

On August 2, Governor Blaine, through the State 
Adjutant General, made public his views on the subject, 
stressing the possible effect on other nations, which is 
one of the most important considerations as the churches 
see the matter. Governor Blaine said: “While it is 
true that the sole purpose of the demonstration is to 
acquaint American people with a new national defense 
plan, yet it would be interpreted by foreign powers as 
the American layman interprets like demonstrations held 
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in those lands. Considering the participation of Amer- 
ica in the last great war, the hopes, the ideals and the 
“ailure of America to achieve its purpose of universal 
Weace, it would be well worth while for America to hold 
a demonstration on September 12, 1924, that would lead 
the way for foreign nations to universal peace.” 

9. In a word the main body of criticism leveled at 
the War Department on account of “Defense Test” may 
be thus summarized: So long as there is a military es- 
tablishment it is the business of the War Department to 
keep that establishment efficient; but this is a tech- 
nical business and needs no military gestures or popular 
demonstration that other nations are likely to regard as 
menacing. One New York paper epitomizes the situa- 
tion thus: “How-are we to prove to Europe that we do 
not mean what our orators are certain to say during the 
proceedings ?” 

And Christian Work in a leading editorial on August 9 
cited as pertinent to the situation the recent words of 
Secretary Hughes: “So far as we can see into the future, 
we are safe from the slightest danger of aggression. We 
know that in no power or possible combination of powers 
lies any menace to our security. There is no occasion to 
vindicate our proper authority, for no one challenges it. 
There is no reason to demonstrate our ability to take care 
of ourselves, for no one doubts us.” 


Armed Preparedness—British View 


A writer in the August Atlantic Monthly who chooses 
to remain anonymous under the designation, “A student 
of sea power,” closes an article with this statement: 
“The whole philosophy of armed preparedness is epit- 
ized in a speech which an eminent British soldier, 
the late Field-Marshal Sir Henry Wilson, made to his 
countrymen a few weeks before his death in 1922, and 
which I shall venture to paraphrase as follows: 


“Tt has always seemed to me that the primary duty 
of a Navy is to prevent war. I know no cheaper way 
of conducting the business of a State than that of con- 
ducting it in a profound peace. One of the ways of 
doing this is to have a Navy sufficiently strong to pre- 
vent war. But if a State cannot, for reasons of policy, 
prevent a war, then the next duty of a Navy is to win 
the war. To win a war is a terribly expensive thing, 
both in men and money. Therefore, it is infinitely 
cheaper to have a force which will prevent a war rather 
than to have a force which, if it has to go to war, could 
even win the war. But there is a third possibility: which 
is, to have a Navy not sufficiently strong to prevent war, 
nor yet sufficiently strong to win the war—but one just 
sufficiently weak to lose the war.’ 

“That, in the writer’s estimation, is precisely the kind 
of ‘third Navy’ which the United States is maintaining 
today.” 

This characterization is in substantial harmony with 
views publicly expressed by Assistant Secretary of the 
Navy, Theodore Roosevelt. 
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“Oleaginous Diplomacy” 


These words are from the title of a pamphlet by Ed- 
ward M. Earle of Columbia University, published by 
the Academy of Political Science (reprinted from the 
June Quarterly). It is a discussion of the relation of 
petroleum to diplomacy. The author reminds the reader 
that in 1920, Secretary of State Colby warned the 
British Government that “the fact cannot be ignored 
that the reported resources of Mesopotamia have inter- 
ested public opinion in the United States as a potential 
subject of international strife” and specifically that “be- 
cause of the shortage of petroleum, its constantly in- 
creasing commercial importance, and the continuing ne- 
cessity of replenishing the world’s supply by drawing 
upon the latent resources of undeveloped regions, it is 
of the highest importance to apply to the petroleum in- 
dustry the most enlightened principles recognized by na- 
tions as appropriate for the peaceful ordering of their 
economic relations.” 

Mr. Earle propounds some questions with reference 
to the participation of the government in such matters: 

“Is it the business of the American Department of 
State so actively to concern itself with the ventures of 
American petroleum companies in the four corners of 
the earth? In particular, is it the business of the De- 
partment of State to paddle in Mesopotamian oil? Even 
more important, is there any advantage to be gained by 
the promotion of these so-called national interests which 
will not be more than offset by possible friction between 
the American and British peoples? How can the United 
States expect European Powers to recognize the eco- 
nomic implications of the Monroe Doctrine if the United 
States is unwilling to recognize that European Powers 
have their particular spheres of interest? If the prin- 
ciple of the open door and of equality of economic op- 
portunity is to be a contribution to international peace, 
it must be honestly applied. And it will not be honestly 
applied if it is compromised for the achievement of a 
temporary national advantage or if its advantages are 
acquired without its responsibilities being recognized.” 


Population Growth 


The population growth of the United States since 
January 1, 1920, has been estimated by the National 
Bureau of Economic Research by six month periods 
as follows: 


109,298,000 
109,898,000 
110,883,000 
111,664,000 


The estimates for periods since January 1, 1922, are 
quite tentative since the Bureau of Census has not yet 
published monthly data for births and deaths for the 
period since that date. 


